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Preface
The following is the 2008 collection of two CaRDI publications: the Rural New York Minute and 
the Research & Policy Brief Series. Both publications are released monthly, and are available on 
our website at www.cardi.cornell.edu. In addition to the publications featured here, we also pub-
lished two CaRDI Reports during 2008, which can be found at the CaRDI website.
The CaRDI publications are an important vehicle for connecting Cornell University research-
ers and their work on community and economic development issues with stakeholders across 
New York State and beyond. The publications may be reprinted in community newspapers, pub-
lished in organizations’ newsletters, forwarded via listservs, and used as teaching tools in schools 
and elsewhere. It is our hope that these publications provide evidence-based research to inform 
decision-making at the local, regional, and state level. We strive to foster a productive dialogue 
around these and other issues and to strengthen our relationships with stakeholders across the 
state.
If you have any questions or comments about these publications, please contact Robin Blakely 
at rmb18@cornell.edu or 607-254-6795.
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ublic education is viewed by many people as funda-
mental to a democratic, civil, and productive society. 
Community support, public engagement, and adequate 
resources are seen as essential to the success of public edu-
cation (Public Education Network). New Yorkers view edu-
cation as one of the top issues facing their communities (see 
our July Rural New York Minute issue, #7). But how satised 
are New Yorkers with public education in their communi-
ties? Does this support vary across the state?
In the 2007 Empire State Poll, 1,100 New York residents 
were interviewed by telephone on a number of issues and 
topics. Respondents were asked: “Every community has 
good points and bad points about living within it. inking 
about availability, cost, quality, and any other considerations 
important to you, how satised or dissatised are you with 
the public education in your community?” Overall, New 
Yorkers are relatively satised with public education in their 
communities, but this varies signicantly by where people 
live. 
Almost half (49%) of downstate urban respondents re-
port satisfaction (almost 8% are very satised with the public 
education in their communities), though almost 39% report 
being dissatised (with 13% being very dissatised). Rural 
New Yorkers, on the other hand, dier dramatically from 
their downstate urban counterparts. Almost 77% of rural 
New Yorkers interviewed report satisfaction with the public 
education in their communities (with one in four being very 
satised). Only about 12% of rural respondents reported 
dissatisfaction (less than 3% are very dissatised). Upstate 
Urban respondents fall somewhere in between downstate 
urbanites and rural New Yorkers. Just over 67% of upstate 
urban respondents report being satised with their commu-
nities’ public education (24% are very satised), while 16% 
report being dissatised (just over 3% are very dissatised). 
Why do citizens tend to report high or low levels of sat-
isfaction? On the one hand, satisfaction with a public ser-
vice may suggest a belief (based on rsthand information 
or simply reputation) that the school is providing a quality 
education program. On the other hand, reported levels of 
satisfaction may be more a reection of contentment with 
the relative tax burden or quality of local leadership (school 
board and/or Superintendent), rather than a direct assess-
ment of the quality of the educational program oered. If, 
for instance, current levels of taxation and investment in 
one’s local public school are considered reasonable, then 
P overall satisfaction with the schools is oen indicated. Con-versely, in communities with relatively high school tax rates, research has documented that citizens oen report higher 
levels of dissatisfaction. Moreover, researchers have used su-
perintendent turnover and school budget failure as commu-
nity-level indicators of satisfaction with their local school.*  
Despite all the attention on measuring academic growth 
and success, parents oen judge the quality of local schools 
on the availability of extracurricular activities (e.g., band, 
sports, arts). Given the dramatic increase in academic re-
quirements imposed by the New York State Board of Re-
gents and the Federal government through the No Child 
Le Behind legislation, there is evidence that school districts 
are responding by either increasing tax rates to continue to 
support a full academic and extracurricular program, or are 
maintaining level tax eorts and cutting into some of these 
optional extras. Since satisfaction with local education is a 
mixture of local leadership, tax burden, educational pro-
grams, and extracurricular oerings, these responses are 
likely to aect satisfaction levels with community public 
education.
Figure 1: How satised are you with the public education in 
your community?
Source:  2007 Empire State Poll, Survey Research Institute and CaRDI,  
Cornell University
* References available on the CaRDI website
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igration oen accompanies life course transitions, 
including retirement. While young people are much more 
likely to move than older folks, almost 10% of Americans 
aged 60+ migrated between 1995 and 2000, with a disproportion-
ate share of them moving to rural communities, which we call rural 
retirement destinations (RDD). is phenomenon is not as wide-
spread in NYS as it is nationally, but the 2000 Census showed that 
12 NYS counties (9 of which are rural) positive high rates of older 
in-migration (see Figure 1). Older in-migration has a profound 
eect on destination communities. Because older in-migration af-
fects age composition, it indirectly shapes community needs and 
demands for goods, services, and economic opportunities as well 
as patterns of consumption, life style and social relationships. 
Our research identied opportunities and challenges for the 
rural communities these retirees move to. We conducted a nation-
wide study of older in-migrants, and the communities in which 
they settle, using a combination of survey research and census 
analysis. In addition, we interviewed over 60 civic, business and 
organizational leaders in 4 communities. Our main ndings in-
clude:
t 0MEFSJONJHSBOUTCFDPNFRVJDLMZJOWPMWFEJOUIFJSOFXDPN-
munities. Our initial concern that older in-migrants would 
be socially isolated was unfounded; they are active in a wide 
range of social, civic and service organizations, especially as 
volunteers. rough their labor, technical expertise, and nan-
cial contributions older in-movers are oen a driving force in 
community activities and organizations. 
t *ONJHSBUJPO PG SFUJSFFT IBT B QPTJUJWF JNQBDU PO UIF SFBM 
estate market and on construction in-migrants provide nancial 
and technical assistance to a wide array of civic needs and they 
invigorate the arts and cultural scene. 
t #FOFĕUTBTTPDJBUFEXJUIPMEFSJONJHSBUJPONBZBMTPIBWFDPTUT
depending upon one’s perspective or position.
t 3JTJOH SFBM FTUBUF QSJDFT GPS FYBNQMF SFEVDFE UIF TVQQMZ PG 
aordable housing, especially for teachers, health workers, rst 
responders and young families. Volunteering reduces public 
costs, but it may diminish the demand for paid professional 
workers, thereby undermining a community’s ability to retain 
its better trained youth. 
t 0MEFS JONJHSBOUT XIP UBLF QPTJUJPOT PG DVMUVSBM MFBEFSTIJQ
may be insensitive to traditional ways of doing things and may 
force their tastes and preferences on the community. Older in-
migrants who become politically active may compete for power 
with the established leadership. 
t "CPVU  PG PMEFS JONJHSBOUT IBWF BEVMU DIJMESFO SFTJEJOH
nearby, and thus are unlikely to move away as they age, become 
JMMPSEJTBCMFEMPTFUIFJSTQPVTFPSIBWFUPSFMJORVJTIUIFJSESJW-
er’s license. ey are likely to remain aer their contributions to 
the community diminish in relation to their costs. 
M  How can rural destinations maximize the opportunities and reduce the costs associated with older in-migration? Older in-mi-gration should not be seen as a “pensions and care issue” or as a 
panacea for strapped rural economies, but rather as a source of 
challenges and opportunities. With thoughtful planning, older 
in-migration can contribute to rural community development. We 
recommend the following:
t Communities should encourage high levels of social participa-
tion among older residents. is will contribute to productive 
aging among the older in-migrants themselves, and it will sup-
ply volunteer labor and other types of support for community 
organizations and activities. 
t $PNNVOJUZEFDJTJPONBLJOHTIPVMECFPQFOBOEJODMVTJWFTP
that all voices are heard when the public agenda is established 
and when policy actions are taken. In-migrants’ needs and opin-
ions cannot be privileged above those of longer-term residents. 
t $PNNVOJUZ QMBOOJOH NVTU FOHBHF CPUI TIPSUFS BOE MPOHFS
term concerns. Older in-migrants may have few immediate 
OFFETCVUUIFZNBZSFRVJSFQVCMJDUSBOTQPSUBUJPONPSFIFBMUI
care and other forms of assistance as they age. 
As the baby boom enters older age and new waves of older in-
migrants move to rural destinations, the population of such areas 
will take on a more diverse age composition. is will result in a 
complex mix of costs and benets to be considered when plan-
ning for community needs and opportunities in the future. e 
“grey gold” that older in-migration represents in the perceptions 
of some public ocials and community leaders needs to be con-
sidered from a balanced perspective. 
Figure 1:  NYS counties with positive net migration of 
persons age 60+
Relatively high in-migration (9%+)
Low to Moderate in-migration (8.9% or less)
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he well being of metropolitan areas depends in part on re-
sources provided by rural landscapes, which in turn can 
lead to tensions over traditional rural land uses such as ag-
riculture. Farmers’ perceptions of “who benets” may be crucial to 
their willingness to engage in conservation practices. We examined 
farmer adoption of the conservation enhancement reserve pro-
gram (CREP) in the Cannonsville Watershed in Delaware County, 
150 miles northwest of New York City (NYC). e watershed is a 
primary source of drinking water for NYC, and a good illustration 
of how farmer attitudes can aect conservation practices. 
e expansion of the NYC water sup-
ply system began in 1842 when the city 
experienced water shortages and disease 
outbreaks. e Cannonsville was the last 
reservoir to be constructed in the system. 
To maintain drinking water quality, the city 
acquired land surrounding the reservoir. 
When water ooded the valley in 1966, it 
covered nearly 20,000 acres of Delaware 
County dealing an economic blow to up-
state residents, particularly dairy farmers. 
e combination of forced evictions and 
low payments for land acquired by NYC 
created animosity towards the city and its 
endeavors. 
New York City spent considerable time 
and resources developing a watershed-
monitoring program that established buer 
zones around watercourses. e Watershed 
Agriculture Program (WAP) was estab-
lished in 1992 to address environmental 
problems, while allowing a continued pres-
ence of agriculture in the watershed. In ad-
dition, the CREP (Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program) has been adopted 
by approximately one-third of the farms in the watershed since 
1999. CREP is a voluntary program that uses nancial incentives 
to encourage farmer enrollment in 10-15 year contracts to remove 
certain lands adjacent to water from production. 
We explored farmer adoption of conservation practices via a 
mail survey to the more than 200 farmers in the watershed in the 
summer of 2004. e questionnaire addressed farmer and farm 
characteristics, as well as attitudes and beliefs.
50% of the farmers surveyed had adopted at least some CREP 
practices. Compared to non-adopters, adopters tended to be older, 
had been farming fewer years, were more politically liberal, and 
were aliated with more environmental organizations. ey sought 
T information from multiple sources, including extension agents, consultants, and Watershed Agricultural Council (WAC) person-nel. CREP adopters were more likely to identify themselves as in-
novators and less likely to see best management practices (BMPs) 
as risky. ey perceived livestock access to streams as detrimental 
to water quality, and generally held more positive attitudes toward 
WAC and NYC’s presence. All survey respondents agreed that pro-
tecting local water quality should be an important priority for local 
farmers, and supported private property rights. Adoption of CREP 
is not related to education level, the presence of an o-farm job, or 
anticipated plans for children continuing 
to farm in the future. 
e combination of farm and farmer 
characteristics (smaller operations, older 
but farming fewer years) suggests that 
many of the CREP adopters are non-tradi-
tional farmers: retiree or ‘hobby’ farmers. 
More importantly, we nd that attitudinal 
variables rooted in the local context are 
strong predictors of adoption. e ques-
tion “who benets” from local practices 
is crucial: the fact that farmers are being 
asked to change their land use practices, 
for the benet of outside interests, even 
with technical and nancial recompense, 
alters or even negates the concept of a 
“common goal”. e watershed has several 
particular characteristics that have shaped 
our results: most notably, the economic 
incentives and extra-local control have 
led to local resentment and the perception 
that farmer interests are being subordinat-
ed to those of NYC water consumers. 
us, a particular conceptualization of 
conservation is especially relevant here. 
Perceptions of stewardship have shied from protecting one’s own 
farm for future prosperity to vaguer notions of protecting “the en-
vironment” for the greater good of someone else: either diuse and 
abstract (i.e., “society as a whole”) or particular, but distant (i.e., 
improved water quality for downstream interests). Understandably, 
Cannonsville farmers may not readily embrace the idea that they 
are responsible for the quality of New York City’s water supply. ▲
*We would like to thank the sta of the New York City Watershed Agriculture Coun-
cil and the New York City Department of Environmental Protection for their assistance 
in the conduct of this study. For references and the full paper (by the same authors), 
“Adoption of the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program in the Cannonsville Wa-
tershed, New York”, please visit the CaRDI website.
 
New York City’s 
Water Supply System
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here is growing evidence of agriculture’s positive impacts on 
rural economies. Indicators such as income and employment 
multipliers help Extension sta, planners and economic devel-
opers make the case for protecting agriculture and for promoting 
agricultural economic development. However, the non-economic 
benets of agriculture for local communities, including recreational 
access, aesthetically-pleasing green space in the countryside, and 
quality of life for residents have received comparatively little atten-
tion. Increased awareness of these benets may help local leaders 
more fully understand the importance of local agriculture, and de-
velop and successfully implement policies and strategies for sustain-
ing agriculture in communities.
Feedback from focus groups
We facilitated a series of focus groups1 to gauge public and agriculture-
industry understandings of a range of possible non-economic benets 
that agriculture provides to local communities. We conducted three 
focus groups in one of each of the following types of counties: rural; 
rapidly suburbanizing; and dominated by a metropolitan area, for a 
total of nine focus group meetings. 
More than 50 people participated. One focus group in each county 
was composed of a random sample of adults without ties to agricul-
ture. Another group was composed of farmers, businesspeople, and 
local farm agency sta nominated by local Cornell Cooperative Exten-
sion sta members to represent agriculture and related organizations 
in their respective counties. e third group was composed of a mix of 
people from these two categories. We began each focus group by ask-
ing participants the following questions: “From your own perspective, 
is having agriculture in your community important to you? For what 
reasons?” We specically told participants that we were interested in 
more than just the economic reasons, and asked the participants to 
post all of their comments under the headings of “social/cultural,” 
“environmental,” and “economic.” We then discussed what these com-
ments meant to the participants. e nine focus groups yielded 338 in-
dividual statements on the importance of local agriculture. ese were 
later coded into the benet themes shown in Table 1.
What are the perceived benets of local agriculture?
e stated non-economic benets of agriculture were wide-ranging, 
including preserving open space (for wildlife and bucolic views), 
providing a buer to development, providing a local source of fresh 
food, and preserving a highly valued heritage and its traditions. e 
most frequent comments fell under the subtheme “provides aesthetic 
benets and open space” and the subtheme “contributes to quality of 
life in the community.” 
T
In the focus group discussion, many participants, especially those 
without ties to agriculture, tended to dierentiate the impacts of ag-
riculture by farm size and articulate the environmental and social 
contributions of small- and medium-scale agriculture. A signicant 
proportion of participants expressed willingness to support family 
farms near where they live, through a variety of public policy initia-
tives such as buy local campaigns, public education, and farmland 
protection. Moreover, language used by the focus group participants 
reects the complexity of attitudes and values people have regarding 
farming (corporate vs. non-corporate; family vs. non-family; large 
vs small; organic vs. conventional; local vs. non-local; industrial vs. 
cra). Non-farm participants tended not to favor farm enterprises 
they perceived to be large and “industrial,” which they characterized 
as having negative environmental and social impacts. ose with this 
view tended to be interested in seeing public policies which support 
“family farms.”
Our focus group results suggest that people in New York hold 
diverse views on agriculture, think that agriculture has many eco-
nomic, social and environmental benets, and that agriculture in 
New York can benet from a large reservoir of support among the 
non-farming population. ▲
*Part II (Issue 17/May 2008) will highlight data from the Empire State Poll on this issue. 
Table 1: What are the reasons having agriculture in your community is 
important to you? 
Focus Group Responses Categorized by Theme and Subthemes
Benet Theme Category Percent
Social/Cultural (143 Comments)
Provides high-quality & local food 29%
Contributes to community & quality of life 25%
Maintains important heritage/tradition/work ethic 22%
Promotes public awareness of importance of agriculture 17%
Contributes to local food security and safety 7%
 100%
Environmental (94 Comments)
Provides aesthetic benets & open space 60%
Agriculture is consistent with environmental ethic & wildre 31%
Agriculture is a clean industry 10%
 100%
Economic (71 Comments)
Provides employment 41%
Supports economy (including local) 38%
Provides tourism benets & opportunities 13%
Contributes taxes & public services 8%
 100%
Other/uninterpretable/adverse impacts (30 Comments)
Total Comments 338
Table 1. Note: e emphasis in the focus groups was on identifying the dierent impacts 
of agriculture. We specied that we were interested in more than just the economic im-
pacts. is table reects the diversity of the responses in the respective categories and 
does not indicate any ranking of importance.
1A focus group is a qualitative  research method which includes posing a research ques-
tion or questions to a selected group of participants and then guiding them through a 
moderated discussion to gather in-depth insights about the topic.
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he character of farming in New York State has evolved, and the 
number of residents deriving their livelihoods directly from 
agriculture has declined to a small fraction of the population. 
However, our survey data suggests almost unanimous agreement 
among upstate New York residents that agriculture is important in 
the state, with more than half of respondents choosing reasons other 
than economic ones.
In last month’s Rural New York Minute (Issue 16/April 2008) we 
discussed the non-economic benets of agriculture for local commu-
nities identied by participants in a series of nine focus groups held 
in three counties in NYS. e focus groups were designed to gauge 
public and agriculture-industry understandings of a range of possible 
non-economic benets that agriculture provides to local communities. 
Our results suggested that people in New York hold diverse views on 
agriculture and believe that agriculture has many economic, social and 
environmental benets. In this month’s issue we report on data gath-
ered from upstate New York State residents in the 2004 Empire State 
Poll in which we examined their opinions on the importance of NYS 
agriculture, and why agriculture might be important to them.
We included two questions in two surveys of New York State resi-
dents conducted by Cornell University’s Survey Research Institute. 
e rst survey was answered by 420 randomly selected respondents 
from the upstate population. e second survey was answered by 200 
rural residents. e second survey was commissioned by the Com-
munity and Rural Development Institute (CaRDI) to compare rural 
residents’ opinions with those of upstate residents in general.
e survey participants were asked “Do you feel having agricul-
ture in New York State is important today?” e virtually unanimous 
response, for both upstate residents and rural residents specically, 
was “yes” (see Figure 1). One hundred ninety seven of the 199 rural 
participants who answered the question said “yes” as did 395 of the 
400 upstate participants. Only one participant in each of the surveys 
T said they “didn’t know.” is nding is consistent with the results of our focus groups reported in last month’s issue.Survey participants were then given a list of possible reasons why 
having agriculture in the state might be important to them. en 
they were asked to choose which of these they thought was most 
important. e most frequently selected reason was that agriculture 
contributes to the economy, chosen by 43% of the 193 rural partic-
ipants and 37% of the 392 upstate participants who answered the 
question (see Figure 2). Nearly 20% of participants in both surveys 
identied agriculture’s role in providing a secure food supply as their 
most important reason, followed by the provision of fresh food. 
Smaller proportions of participants chose preservation of open 
space and rural heritage as their primary reasons that agriculture in 
NYS is important. ese ndings might appear to dier from the 
focus group ndings, but the dierences are most likely due to asking 
Empire State Poll survey participants to limit their response to one 
reason, whereas focus group participants oered an average of about 
six reasons each. Nevertheless, while open space and rural heritage 
issues may be important as indicated by the focus groups, topics 
related to food and economy hold center stage in upstate residents’ 
perceptions of the importance of agriculture. 
Figure 2: The most important reason why having agricul-
ture in the state might be important to you
 
Even though the economic impacts of agriculture tend to be the 
rst to come to many people’s minds, about half of the respondents 
chose one of the non-economic eects as being the most important. 
Identifying and bringing these non-economic considerations into 
discussions of issues along with the economic considerations may be 
important for mobilizing support of local agriculture. ▲ 
* Please see Issue 16/April 2008 for Part I of this 2-part series. A selected bibliography for 
this issue is also available on the CaRDI website.
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Figure 1: Do you feel having agriculture in New York 
State is important today?
Source: 2004 Empire State Poll
Source: 2004 Empire State Poll
5      CARDI REPORTS/ISSUE NUMBER 7/JANUARY 2009
The Census Counts…and How!
By Warren Brown, Cornell University, Jeff Osinski, NYS Association of Counties, & Robert Scardamalia, Empire State Development*
rural new york minute
ISSUE NUMBER 18/JUNE 2008
The Rural New York Minute is a publication of Cornell University’s Community & Rural Development Institute (CaRDI), 
edited by Robin M. Blakely. These publications are free for public reproduction with proper accreditation. 
For more information on CaRDI, our program areas, and past publications, please visit: www.cardi.cornell.edu.
Department of Development Sociology
Cornell University
he founders of the United States understood the importance 
of accurately counting the nation’s population in order to al-
locate representation in the national legislature. As called for 
in the Constitution of the United States, the nation’s rst census was 
conducted in 1790. e U.S. Census Bureau’s role has expanded since 
then. e Bureau’s data are routinely relied upon for allocating fed-
eral, state and local government resources, and for guiding private 
investment. Local governments play a critical role in ensuring the 
quality of these data, primarily through their role in verifying annual 
estimates of population, and by helping to ensure that each decennial 
Census provides a complete count of local populations.
Annual Estimates of Population
e constitutional mandate requires that a complete enumeration 
of the population be carried out every ten years, with the next such 
enumeration scheduled for 2010. In order to track population chang-
es between census years, the Census Bureau partners with the states 
to produce annual estimates of county and municipal populations. 
Cornell University’s Program on Applied Demographics (PAD) rep-
resents New York State in this partnership. PAD is designated by the 
Governor of NYS to perform in this role, as a coordinating agency in 
Empire State Development’s State Data Center Program.
e most recent estimates of county population are for July 1, 
2007. Figure 1 shows that the general pattern of growth and decline 
in NYS diers between downstate and upstate. Growth is generally 
seen in the portion of the state extending from the New York City 
metropolitan area, up the Hudson River to the Capital District re-
gion while the upstate areas to the north and west are generally lag-
ging behind or declining. In total, 33 counties (32 in Upstate) lost 
population since the last census. ere are notable exceptions to this 
pattern. For example, largely due to the inuence of their dominant 
employers, Tompkins County (Cornell University) and Jeerson 
County (Fort Drum) have exceeded NYS’s average rate of growth 
since 2000.
e Census Bureau’s method to estimate changes in county popula-
tion relies upon administrative records and surveys that are uniformly 
available for all counties. e Bureau recognizes that this method is 
not perfect, and that estimates for certain groups of people—college 
students, young adults launching their careers, immigrants, military 
personnel, and new residents of rapidly developing areas—may con-
tain errors. e Bureau encourages counties—working with their state 
representative (in NYS that is Cornell’s PAD)—to review the estimates 
and make recommendations for corrections. Local data on changes 
to the housing stock are accepted as an alternative data source. Work-
ing with Cornell’s PAD, eight counties—Bronx, Jeerson, Kings, New 
York, Queens, Richmond, Rockland, and Westchester—have succeed-
ed in having their initial estimates corrected.
Complete Count in the 2010 Census
It is likely that NYS will lose 2 Congressional seats aer the 2010 
Census. Four existing upstate Congressional districts are in areas of 
T
population loss. A shrinking share of the national population results 
in a smaller share of federal representation and funding for some pro-
grams. Within the state, representation and government funding tied 
to population will shi away from the declining areas of upstate toward 
the growing areas of downstate. With these issues in mind, the state 
cannot aord to have any residents missed in the upcoming census or 
for the current population estimates to underestimate the number of 
residents. To help ensure a full and accurate census count in 2010, NYS 
needs to ensure that the Census Bureau has a complete list of all living 
quarters, and it must motivate all New Yorkers to be counted. 
e Census Bureau’s Local Update of Census Addresses (LUCA) 
coordinated by Empire State Development’s NYS Data Center Pro-
gram, and carried out by planning and municipal oces throughout 
the state has just been completed. It was an enormous undertaking 
with local governments containing 93 percent of the state’s housing 
units agreeing to participate. Preparation now shis to educating local 
ocials and residents about the importance of responding to the 2010 
Census. NYS will continue to work with county and regional agencies 
to improve understanding of the Census process and energize com-
munity leaders and organizations as April 1, 2010 approaches. 
e 2010 Census will be a watershed moment for NYS, with con-
gressional representation and hundreds of millions of dollars in fed-
eral funding at stake. NYS and its local municipalities need to work 
together to obtain a full count of our population, as if our future as a 
state depends on it. Considering the consequences of an inaccurate 
count, it does! ▲
* See CaRDI website for contact information
Figure 1: Population Growth by County 2000–2007
Source: US Bureau of the Census Estimates of  Population 4/1/00– 7/1/07
Population loss
Growth less than State Rate (1.7%)
Growth greater than State Rate (1.7%)
Growth exceeding National Rate (7.2%)
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ncreasing numbers of consumers are considering the envi-
ronmental, social and economic impacts of their food pur-
chasing and consumption habits.1 To reduce environmental 
costs associated with transportation and support local econo-
mies, some consumers favor buying and consuming locally or 
regionally produced food. While this approach may seem logi-
cal, to support the nutritional requirements of a population an 
area’s land base must be able to produce an appropriate variety 
and quantity of foods. Research suggests that while New York 
State doesn’t have the land base to provide for its population’s 
total food needs, more people could be fed by making some im-
portant adjustments to both diet and land use.2 
We set out to understand how diet inuences the amount of 
land needed to produce the food we eat and, consequently, how 
many people can be fed by the NYS land base. We compared 42 
complete diets (2300 calorie/day) – all including the same NYS 
grown grains, fruits, vegetables, and dairy products, but varying 
in the amounts of meat and in the amounts of energy supplied 
by fats. We found a ve-fold dierence in acreage requirements 
between the diets incorporating the least amount of fat and meat 
and those with the least amount of fat and greatest amount of 
meat. A person following a low-fat vegetarian diet requires less 
than half an acre per year to produce the food required for their 
meals while a person consuming a low-fat diet with a lot of meat 
requires over 2 acres. 
Importantly, even though all the vegetarian diets require less land 
than the meat diets, they do not necessarily feed the most people 
(see illustration). Because dierent soil types are suited to dierent 
crops (some of which are not consumed directly by humans), more 
people can be fed when their diets are not strictly vegetarian. e 
components of a vegetarian diet – fruits, grains, and vegetables – 
require high quality land, whereas meat producing animals can be 
raised on lower quality lands which produce crops we don’t eat. In 
NYS, more land is suited to perennial forage production (pasture, 
dry hay, haylage, and greenchop) than for growing annual crops 
(corn, soy, wheat, and vegetables). In other words, land suited to the 
production of dairy and meat but not fruits, grains, and vegetables is 
more readily available, making it theoretically possible to feed more 
people who eat a modest amount of meat than those whose diets are 
completely vegetarian. 
I
“Modest amount” of meat is the key, however. If all of the land 
suited to producing meat but not plant foods is used, additional 
meat production would require the use of land required for the 
production of plant foods. In order to achieve the most ecient 
balance between land use and consumption, our research sug-
gests that New Yorkers would need to limit their egg and meat 
consumption to 2 cooked ounces per day. is adjustment would 
require a signicant reduction in meat consumption, as the aver-
age American consumed almost 6 ounces of such products per 
day in 2005.3 It would also require NYS producers to signicant-
ly change their land use practices. e inuence of diet on land 
use has important implications for individuals and communi-
ties. Understanding these relationships can help policy makers 
ensure the well-being of both.1Wilkins, J. How many people can the land feed?  Depends on the amount of meat and 
milk in the diet. Hunger and Environmental Nutrition Newsletter, American Dietetic 
Association Hunger and Environmental Practice Group. Winter 2008.  
http://www.hendpg.com/
2Peters, CJ, Fick GW, Wilkins JL. Testing a complete-diet model for estimating the land 
resource requirements of food consumption and agricultural carrying capacity:  e New 
York State example.  Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems.  2007;  22(2): 145-153 
 
Graphic source: Cornell Chronicle, October 5, 2007
Illustration by Steve Rokitka/University Communications
3U.S.Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. 2007. Food consumption 
(per capita) data system: Loss-adjusted food availability. Available at Web site: http://www.
ers.usda.gov/Data/FoodConsumption/FoodGuideIndex.htm (veried 19 June 2008). 
Source: Illustration by Steve Rokitka/University Communications. is graphic 
originally appeared in the Cornell Chronicle,10/5/07.
* Heidi Mouillesseaux-Kunzman serves as guest editor for this issue.
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Agricultural versus Rural Policy
In both the European Union (EU) and the United States, 
explicit rural development policy is miniscule in comparison 
to agricultural policy. Agriculture accounts for most of the 
funding and is a top priority. In the EU, however, agriculture 
is viewed as multi-functional and the link between agriculture, 
environment and rural development is clear. Agriculture in the 
EU is viewed as a driver for rural development, and a means to 
provide stewardship for the environment which helps promote 
tourism and preserve rural culture. In the US there is no such 
explicit link between agriculture and rural development. 
American agricultural policy has a singular commodity focus, 
not a multi-functional link that could connect it to broader rural 
development objectives. 
How History, Governmental Scale, and Politics Inuence 
Rural Policy
e broader EU rural development emphasis draws from the 
post World War II experience and the desire to build more 
social cohesion in a process of Europeanization, resulting in 
more attention to leadership and community development 
(especially programs such as LEADER, a rural development 
program focused on promoting local leadership and initiative). 
Although rural development policies in both the US and EU 
focus on market competitiveness, the EU has more emphasis on 
social inclusion (Shortall and Warner, forthcoming). Equalizing 
investments across territory is an important component of EU 
policy. In the US, on the other hand, a competitive market focus 
is primary. ere is less commitment to place, little attention 
given to leadership, and most rural development funds are 
focused on physical infrastructure that is thought to aect 
economic eciency. ere is no community development 
initiative of the size and scale of LEADER in the US. Eciency 
and resource mobility are the primary goals of rural policy – not 
social inclusion.
e roles of governmental scale and political power are also 
important considerations. At the EU level, we see a concern 
with global competitiveness and European regional integration. 
National-level policies can substitute for explicit rural policy 
because rural development policy is linked to other policies 
(social welfare, infrastructure, education, health, labor mobility). 
Infrastructure is the cornerstone of US rural development 
policy, but not in the EU because infrastructure is handled at the 
national scale. Typically, on both sides of the Atlantic, agricultural 
objectives are dealt with at the international and national scales 
while rural development is seen as a local initiative. In the US we 
see an emphasis on trade and commodity policy at the national 
level, services and infrastructure at the state level, and economic 
development and services at the local level. Research in the US 
suggests a declining national interest in equalizing investments, 
but a rising interest at state and local levels as more attention is 
given to local self development.
To understand policy we must consider politics. e urban 
literature speaks of growth coalitions of real estate developers, 
business interests and government that cooperate to promote 
economic development and higher real estate values, in turn 
fueling the local tax base. ese growth coalitions are held 
together by mutual self interest and represent the power of elites in 
the city context. Rural development interests, on the other hand, 
are coalitions of dierent actors and interests – local government, 
local business, human welfare and environmental groups. While 
they oer the potential to promote a multi-functional rural 
development, they fail to attract policy attention in the US in 
part because they are too diuse. Rural development actors are 
typically grounded in place, but these coalitions do not have an 
ability to scale up, making it dicult for their issues to be “seen” at 
the national (US) or international (EU) policy scale. In addition, 
the short term project focus of many rural development initiatives 
undermines the long term sustainability of these coalitions. ese 
loose coalitions can be easily trumped by commodity interests as 
agriculture has the ability to scale up to represent itself nationally 
or internationally. Even in the EU, rural development funds are 
increasingly being shied toward commodity interests which 
have greater political and economic power. 
A Look to the Future
In the future, rural policy will be increasingly aected by changing 
environmental pressures regarding energy, water and the need to 
preserve rural areas as the reserve for cities, rather than places 
deserving development in their own right. ese pressures will 
be tempered in the EU by broader values regarding territorial 
equality and social inclusion. In the US, where attachment to place 
is lower and market competitiveness is paramount, broader rural 
development policy is less likely to receive signicant attention.
For more information see:
Special Issue Comparing EU and US Rural Development Policy,  
EuroChoices 7(1), April 2008.
Shortall and Warner, “Social Inclusion or Market Competitiveness:  
A Comparison of EU and US Rural Development Policies,” Regional Studies 
(forthcoming).
CARDI REPORTS/ISSUE NUMBER 7/JANUARY 2009       8
Attitudes Toward Rural Community Life in New York State
By Robin M. Blakely & David L. Brown (Cornell University)
rural new york minute
ISSUE NUMBER 21/SEPTEMBER 2008
The Rural New York Minute is a publication of Cornell University’s Community & Rural Development Institute (CaRDI), 
edited by Robin M. Blakely. These publications are free for public reproduction with proper accreditation. 
For more information on CaRDI, our program areas, and past publications, please visit: www.cardi.cornell.edu.
Department of Development Sociology
Cornell University
In an increasingly urban nation, why are attitudes about 
rural life important?
Public attitudes aect public policy. When positive attitudes toward rural 
people and communities are prevalent, policies fostering rural life are 
more likely to be on the public agenda and supported. However, given 
that the U.S. is about 80% urban, why should this majority care about 
rural places and people?  For starters, rural areas contain most of our 
nation’s land, water and natural resources, energy generation facilities, 
physical infrastructure and recreation destinations. Most of our nation’s 
food, ber and energy sectors are located in rural areas. And, while 
rural people only comprise about 20% of the US population, this still 
constitutes a sizeable “minority” and a signicant force in state and 
national elections.
Attitudes also inuence our private choices. How people feel about 
rural versus urban areas may be associated with their decisions about 
where to live and work. Collectively, these individual attitudes may 
inuence migration patterns which aect land use, community character, 
and economic development patterns. Where people live has a signicant 
impact on their opportunities and life chances, as well as on their personal 
identities.  
Research on attitudes about rural life
In a recent study, we examined people’s perceptions about particular 
aspects of rural and urban life in New York State in 2008.  is issue has 
not been examined for at least a decade.  Previous research shows that 
rural Americans and rural areas are viewed as worthy of attention in 
public policy (Kellogg, 2001, Roper Association, 1992*). In Pennsylvania, 
Willets et al. (1990) found that regardless of where people lived (urban, 
suburban, or rural), their attitudes were comprised of both pro-rural and 
anti-urban responses, a pairing which can be considered a critique of 
urban life.
Our study revisits the Pennsylvania work. We surveyed 1,100 New 
Yorkers in 2008 via the annual Empire State Poll telephone survey 
conducted by Cornell University. Respondents were presented with a set 
of ten statements that elicited the clearest pro-rural, anti-urban, and anti-
rural sentiments in the previous Pennsylvania research and asked whether 
they agreed or disagreed with the statements.  Survey respondents were 
grouped according to residential place type – upstate urban, downstate 
urban, or rural.  
What are the attitudes in NYS? Do they vary depending 
upon where one lives?
We nd that while the general attitudes in NYS are similar to those found 
in Pennsylvania two decades ago, NYS respondents were oen divided 
depending on the specic sentiment being expressed.  Agreeing with one 
pro-rural sentiment, usually, but not always, meant that a respondent will 
agree with other pro-rural sentiments.  In fact, respondents oen agreed 
with both pro-rural and anti-rural sentiments (especially those reecting 
material conditions), indicating that overall pro-rural attitudes are complex 
and may even be coupled with realistic ideas about rural decits.
In addition, responses are consistent across residential place types 
for some attitudes but not for others.  For example, there is strong 
agreement across New York that “neighborliness and friendliness are 
more characteristic of rural areas.”  However, rural New Yorkers tend to 
disagree (and disagree strongly!) that “because rural life is closer to nature, 
it is more wholesome”, while urban New Yorkers tend to agree with this 
statement (see Figure 1). In general, rural respondents were more likely 
to dier from other New Yorkers in their attitudes about rural areas. 
ey oen take a slightly more negative (and perhaps realistic) view of 
the material aspects of rural life, such as limited economic opportunities, 
than do their urban counterparts. On the other hand, rural respondents 
were the most likely to disagree with the anti-rural sentiment, “Rural 
life is monotonous and boring,” suggesting that rural residents value the 
quality of life aspects of rural living regardless of the material conditions.
   Figure 1: Because Rural Life is Closer to Nature, It is More Wholesome
Source:  2008 Empire State Poll, Cornell University.
Conclusions
We nd that pro-rural and anti-urban attitudes are strong in NYS despite 
high levels of urbanization, but these attitudes are more complex than 
might appear from an overall general or “global” preference question. 
More global attitudes towards rural or urban life can mask dierences 
across specic questions that tap particular dimensions of the broader 
attitude. is suggests that these global attitude measures should be 
avoided in policy prescriptions and future research.
While people are rather consistent in their attitudes, with those who 
hold pro-rural attitudes also tending to hold anti-urban attitudes, many 
people appear to hold both pro- and anti-rural attitudes at the same time. 
is nding suggests that people have a realistic idea about limited rural 
opportunities while still holding positive sentiments about other aspects 
of rural life.  Since attitudes toward rural people and communities can 
aect the public policy process, thoughtful research and policymaking 
will examine who thinks what about rural people and places, and avoid 
over-generalizing. ◆
p
er
ce
n
t
Upstate
Urban
Downstate
Urban
Rural
NYS
NYS
Total
strongly disagree disagree agree strongly agreeneutral
0
10
20
30
40
50
* All citations posted on the CaRDI website with this issue.
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igh prices and new drilling technology have made natural 
gas recovery seem more economically attractive across a 
large portion of south-central New York State, part of the 
Marcellus Shale area, attracting energy companies from around 
North America. By the end of summer 2008 many NYS landowners 
had signed gas leases and many more had been approached to sign. 
Some perceive this as an exceptional opportunity for individuals and 
communities in an economically challenged region. Others fear dire, 
if unintended, environmental and social consequences. Many aren’t 
quite sure what to think.
Natural gas has been extracted from underground sources in NYS 
since 1821. More than 600 new drilling permits have been applied for 
during each of the past two years. Most existing wells have been drilled 
vertically to tap reserves a few thousand feet below the earth’s surface. 
New technologies – in particular, horizontal drilling combined with 
water intensive fracturing of the rock to release the gas from the shale 
matrix (“fracing”) – could make extraction from the Marcellus Shale 
economically feasible. However, while there has been some horizontal 
drilling in NYS, the combination of hydrofracturing and horizontal 
drilling required to tap the Marcellus formation has not yet been 
permitted in our state. 
Landowners, municipal and state ocials, energy rms, and 
concerned citizens are now paying close attention. Each of these 
groups have a range of interests, responsibilities, and opinions. 
However, as new issues like this emerge into public view, it is easy 
for rumor to outpace informed opinion. In 
order to make balanced, informed decisions, 
it is important that all concerns and hopes be 
carefully weighed and addressed. Despite the 
long history of gas drilling in the state, there 
is a general consensus that many questions 
posed by the proposed drilling for Marcellus 
gas do not yet have good answers. 
In response, the NYS Department of 
Environmental Conservation has stated its 
intention to “ensure that any issues unique to 
Marcellus and other horizontal shale formation 
drilling are adequately addressed” through a 
new environmental review. e DEC has been 
further directed by the Governor to consider 
implications for “sta resources, existing 
regulations, jurisdiction over water withdrawals, permit application 
fees and procedures, and legal and regulatory compliance” and to look 
at “ways to enhance the role of local governments in the regulatory 
process and compliance.”
Here is a small subset of questions being regularly asked by 
landowners and local government representatives at the many 
community seminars and workshops that have been oered recently. 
Some questions have clear answers. Others do not.
H Local Governmentt 8IPSFHVMBUFTHBTESJMMJOHBOEXBUFSXJUIESBXBMTJO/:4 
t 8IBUQSPUFDUJPOTDBO5PXOHPWFSONFOUQSPWJEFGPSMPDBMXBUFSTIFET
BOEBRVJGFST 
t 8IBUJGBOZLJOETPGSVMFTSFTUSJDUJPOTBOEHVJEFMJOFTDBONVOJDJQBMJUJFT
QBTTUPDPOUSPMHBTFYQMPSBUJPO 
t 8IBUXJMMUIFJNQBDUCFPOQSPQFSUZUBYFTBOEBTTFTTNFOUT 
t 8JMMPVSFNFSHFODZWFIJDMFTCFBCMFUPHBJOBDDFTTUPBOBDDJEFOUTJUFWJB
UIFBDDFTTSPBETPSXJMMXFOFFE"57PSTOPXNPCJMFTJOUIFXJOUFS 
Landowners 
t )PXEP*NBLFTVSFUIBU*NHFUUJOHUIFiHPJOHSBUFwGPSNZBSFB 
t 8IBUIBQQFOTJG*EPOUTJHOBMFBTF 
t %P*OFFEBMBXZFS 
t $BO*MFBTFNZHBTSJHIUTXJUIPVUBMMPXJOHBDDFTTUPUIFTVSGBDFPGUIF
MBOE 
t *GBXFMMJTESJMMFEPONZQSPQFSUZXIBUJNQBDUTDBO*FYQFDU w
Some questions about the extent, recoverability, distribution and 
value of the gas resource will necessarily remain open until drilling 
in this portion of the Marcellus Shale provides tangible evidence. 
Moreover, proprietary and other information that becomes available 
as drilling proceeds will not be equally available to all parties. Even 
when information is made widely available, questions about validity 
are typical – not all people trust a given 
“authoritative” information source equally. 
Finally, even when information is accepted 
as valid, generally accepted goals - energy 
security, property rights, nancial return, 
rural economic development, independence 
from foreign oil, reducing carbon emissions - 
may be in conict and given dierent priority 
by dierent people.
ere is a need for ongoing training, 
information sharing and public discourse. 
Many organizations within the Marcellus 
Shale region, including Cornell Cooperative 
Extension Associations and  the NYS Farm 
Bureau, are elding numerous calls. ere 
have already been a number of informational 
events targeted to landowners and a smaller number for municipal 
ocials. Many websites provide varying perspectives on the issue. 
CaRDI and CCE are committed to working with knowledgeable 
partners to help ensure as high a level of information, discourse, and 
policy making on this topic as possible. For more information and 
links to resources on this topic, please visit the Cornell Cooperative 
Extension Natural Gas Leasing website at: http://gasleasing.cce.
cornell.edu/ ▲
Source: Appalachian Fracture Sytems. Modied from U.S. Geological Survey sources.
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any public benets of the not-for-prot sector are 
commonly recognized - the provision of important 
community services, the enhancement of the cultural 
and artistic quality of life, and so on.  However, the economic 
signicance of the sector is not well theorized, researched, 
measured, or understood.  Based on a recent study in New York 
State, the not-for-prot sector is shown to have a sizable and 
signicant localized economic presence in addition to its broad 
and very real social and civil contributions.
It is precisely because of traditionally presumed public 
benets that qualied not-for-prot organizations (religious, 
charitable, educational, scientic, or literary in purpose) are 
granted preferred tax status by the IRS as well as by state and 
local governments. e Nonprot Almanac (2007) identies 
1.4 million nonprot organizations registered with the IRS. 
Collectively, they make important direct contributions to jobs 
and national wealth. ese organizations constitute 5.2 percent of 
the gross domestic product (GDP) and 8.3 percent of wages and 
salaries paid in the U.S. as reported in 2007.  When considering 
only the subset of not-for-prots that are public charities, these 
charities had revenues of $3,587, and expenses of $3,351, per U.S. 
resident in 2004.
In a recent study of New York State’s Rockland County, Cornell 
researchers found that the not-for-prot sector had a sizable and 
signicant localized economic presence. In September, 2007, 
we surveyed 208 Rockland County not-for-prot organizations. 
Various economic information was collected including income 
and employment data. ese data, in combination with 
supplemental data available from the web and other sources, were 
used to estimate the sector’s total size.  Based on the survey, we 
estimated that the sector accounted for about 5-6% of all jobs in 
the county.  When jobs that were supported through the “ripple 
eects” of dollars attracted into the county from elsewhere were 
factored into this analysis, about 7-8% of jobs in the county 
were estimated to be either part of or linked to the not-for-prot 
sector. 
To all outward appearances, prot and not-for-prot 
enterprises may in some cases seem practically indistinguishable. 
In particular, there is oen little dierence between not-for-prot 
and for-prot enterprises in terms of the major factors that drive 
local and regional economic impacts, like their employment and 
purchasing behaviors. ough the distribution of prot remains 
a signicant, obvious dierence, the prot versus not-for-prot 
status of many kinds of businesses – be they hospitals or day 
care centers, schools or grocery stores -- is more likely to create 
subtle than dramatic dierences for local employment, wages, 
and purchases of inputs.  In many of these cases, aer all, the 
enterprise produces a similar service or product with similar 
input requirements regardless of whether it is motivated by 
prots. e growing tendency of certain categories of not-for-
prot enterprises that are less likely to have for-prot analogues 
– religious and community organizations, environmental 
organizations, symphonies and various other cultural 
organizations, etc. – to sell merchandise and pursue other prot 
making activities serves to further blur the dierences between 
this sector and the rest of the economy.  is makes it even more 
important to take the economic role of not-for-prots seriously.
We believe that it is a mistake to think of not-for-prots as a group 
exclusively in terms of their tax advantages and social functions. 
Just like their for-prot cousins, not-for-prots hire workers, 
purchase custodial services, buy supplies from local farmers, pay 
for local accounting services, and so forth.  Just like their for-
prot cousins, the economic contributions of these services can be 
quantied. Results like those in Rockland County remind us that 
not-for-prots have important, basic and measureable economic 
impact on local economic development too.  
M
Figure 1: Share of Not for Prot Sector Jobs in Rockland County, NYS, 
2007.
NFP Sector Jobs (5-6%)
Jobs linked to NFP Sector (2%)
Other jobs (92-93%)
Source: Rockland County: Economic Signicance of the Not-for-Prot Sector, by David Kay 
and Duncan Hilchey. Unpublished report submitted to Cornell Cooperative Extension, 
Rockland County, August 2008.
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What is the Issue?
In May of 2008 an out-of-state corporation specializing in ethanol 
production announced that it was backing out of its plan to build a 
plant in Upstate New York, a decision that came as both a surprise and 
disappointment for the economically depressed region. e project had 
begun in early 2007 when the company linked up with a group of local 
farmers trying to site a plant in their area. A previously unsuccessful attempt 
had le these local farmers in need of nancial backing. e out-of-state 
corporation was, in turn, seeking opportunities to expand its operation. 
Collaboration between the two parties promised to be mutually benecial; 
the arrangement gave local entrepreneurs access to technological and 
nancial resources, and gave the out-of-state corporation local knowledge 
and connections to help them expand their business. e project promised 
to create jobs and establish a new market for local corn farmers. Further, 
ethanol is a source of bio-energy, which appeals to growing citizen energy 
and environmental concerns throughout the state. 
Why did this seemingly ‘ideal’ ethanol development project fail to 
materialize? We explore answers to this and other questions, including: 
What is the relative importance of market factors and local permitting 
processes in developing bio-energy schemes? What are the advantages and 
disadvantages of locally controlled permitting for this type of development 
in upstate New York? 
How was the study conducted?
Between August 2007 and August 2008, we conducted semi-structured 
interviews with key informants involved with the ethanol project site 
selection. We interviewed executives of the out-of-state company, ocials 
at the local development agency, ocials at the local planning board and 
members of the planning board in the aected town. In addition, we 
interviewed local residents that opposed the project as well as state-level 
development ocers. 
During the interviews, we asked respondents to recount the sequence 
of events from their rst encounter with the proposal up to the project’s 
abandonment, and we asked interviewees why they thought the 
development project was unsuccessful. We also collected and analyzed 
documents pertaining to the ethanol development project from institutional 
websites, published materials and news articles.
General Findings
Our ndings show that a mixture of local, market, and political conditions 
combined to make it dicult to site the proposed ethanol plant. 
Specically, the proposed ethanol project failed for three key reasons. First, 
as a result of past events, the local population distrusted town ocials 
in charge of development. e constituent’s misgivings ultimately led to 
organized resistance in the form of a lawsuit as well as a widespread anti-
ethanol development campaign. Second, New York’s emphasis on local 
control amplied the impact of the existing distrust. Due to the way NYS’s 
development process is structured, local ocials, who many residents 
suspected of being corrupt, were in charge of evaluating and permitting 
the project. is led to increased resistance to the project. Furthermore, the 
state’s development process stipulates that public approval and local input 
are important and must be sought at key moments during the permitting 
process, aording those who objected to the project numerous occasions 
to stall the permitting process. ird, the drop in ethanol protability, 
which was caused by a combination of dropping ethanol prices and rising 
production costs, rendered the project unviable (see Figure 1). 
Conclusion: Lessons Learned
is case study demonstrates that economic development is oen dicult 
to achieve because favorable market conditions and political support must 
coincide for a project to move ahead. Although few development processes 
are alike, our case study identies certain factors that economic developers 
might consider when working on a local economic development eort. 
More emphasis is needed on developing the capacity of local ocials 
to facilitate local development. Local leaders and ocials must be able 
to elaborate and implement development strategies and to take full 
advantage of state and federal resources and opportunities. Leaders and 
public ocials come from a variety of backgrounds and may not have 
had sucient training to deal with complex and changing circumstances. 
Leaders must competently manage the development process and instill 
the trust of their constituents. Only then can they eectively respond to 
emerging domestic and global market opportunities for community and 
economic development. ▲
* Please visit the CaRDI website for a full list of references. In addition, a longer report on this 
subject will be available in early 2009 under “CaRDI Reports”.
Figure 1: Net Returns of Ethanol Production (profits) per Bushel and 
per Gallon, January 2005 - July 2008
Source: Iowa Ethanol Report
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